At the same time that this divergence between the ideals of the individual and those of the organisation is occurring, organisations are in stern competition with one another. This competition is taking place in an arena where all of the competitors have equal access to a large variety of resourcessuch as telecommunications, machinery, and raw materials -and where virtually the only factor restricting an organisation's access to these resources, is their financial might. In such an environment, differentiating one's organisation from the competition -when financial might is still being built -is possible only through proper and effective application of the one resource that not all organisations have equal access to -the human resource, and, more importantly, the advantages embedded in the quality, commitment, and loyalty of this resource, which managers need to unearth and nurture. In this arena, organisational strength and differentiation from the competition is possible only through employees' strong unity within the organisation, and their unwavering identification with its values, culture, and goals.
Norman Adami, managing director of South African Breweries Limited, when asked what has made the difference at SAB, said that every brewery has access to the best ingredients, the best equipment, and the world's leading technology -but it is the way these various elements are harnessed through people that forms a winning combination (Adami, 2000) . Throughout organisations, a call will be made for a renewed focus on the human resources of these organisations, and how they can best be mobilised to offer and deliver services that will help differentiate one organisation from the next. Differentiation such as this will have to be effected by a team of loyal and dedicated staff -staff who are willing to perform beyond the borders of their job descriptions and who identify with, and are committed to the corporation for which they work. This is the ideal that organisations and their staff ought to strive for.
However, the true picture is, to a large extent, in contrast with this. The schism developing between the goals of employees and those of the corporations for which they work is steadily widening. On the one hand, these competing organisations openly publicise and market the excellent service delivery customers can expect from their dedicated staff, whilst on the other hand these same staff members are losing their identity within their organisations and are becoming more and more alienated from the organisations' spirit and culture. In organisations where employees are lost to their corporations, the loss of their allegiance soon follows. Corporate successes will ultimately depend on the allegiance of an organisation's employees -not as scripted in television advertisements, but as genuinely exhibited and experienced by the customer on a dayto-day basis. Currently, what is really occurring to a large extent, is what Welch (2001) termed superficial congeniality -a picture that is pleasant on the surface, but far from it underneath.
In the face of this fundamental shift in work ethic, much organisational research has been focused on a form of employee behaviour that is not prescribed as part of his/her formal job role. Barnard (1938) first observed the phenomenon of organisational citizenship behaviour. He termed it extra-role behaviour.
Organisational citizenship behaviour, as labelled by Organ (1977 Organ ( , 1988 ) is now once again in the spotlight as the world of work undergoes this radical transformation that is threatening organisational futures. behaviours, which largely went undetected or unrewarded within formal performance evaluation systems yet promoted the effective functioning of the organisation. Organ (1988) identified five broad groups of citizenship behaviour, viz. altruism, conscientiousness, civic virtue, sportmanship, courtesy and co-operation. Later studies added obedience, loyalty, and active participation in the organisation's governance, to the list (Graham, 1989; Organ, 1988; Van Dyne, Graham & Dienesch, 1994) .
In a study of organisational citizenship in South Africa, by Porteous and Sutherland (1997) , the categories of behaviour constituting organisational citizenship behaviour (their study generated), differed somewhat from those of the American studies. The following top behaviours were generated through their research: exceeding job requirements, having a positive attitude, being pro-active, taking the lead, having respect for others, being trustworthy and discrete, being honest about everything, being innovative, being proud of your organisation, being ethical, frank, and direct, and volounteering to help others.
Studies focusing on the implications that organisational citizenship behaviour holds for the workplace, illustrate that there is a distinct relationship between these behaviours and positive organisational consequences (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997) . Evidence further indicates that organisations that have employees who exhibit organisational citizenship behaviours, outperform those that do not (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994) . Buchanan (1974) , found that employees who are citizens of their corporations are truly attached to the organisation to the extent that they are committed to, identify with, and enjoy membership in the organisation. Employees who are citizens, work harder than is expected, and are more productive in their jobs than employees with weaker citizenship attributes (Bashaw & Grant, 1994) . Clearly, in the current competitive climate, organisations need employees who will do those things that are not in any job description. Acts demonstrating organisational citizenship permeate the company's products and the services it delivers, and therefore directly impacts on organisational competitiveness.
Similar to the concept of organisational citizenship, though perhaps more widely known, is organisational commitment. For clarity a brief description of organisational commitment will be provided and a distinction between the two concepts will be drawn.
Organisational commitment
A common view of organisational commitment is one in which commitment is seen as attachment to an organisation to such an extent that the employees identify with, and are involved in it (Buchannan, 1974) . Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) define commitment as the relative strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in an organisation. This includes identification with the values and the goals of an organisation, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organisation, and a desire to be a member of the organisation. Organisational commitment is an employee's expression of his dedication and loyalty to an organisation, and is related to performance requirements (Bashaw & Grant, 1994; Nicholson, 1995) . Due to the relation between organisational commitment and performance requirements, it follows that organisational commitment behaviours are behaviours in accordance with formal role descriptions, and are behaviours that can reasonably be expected from an employee, and can thus be enforced by the employer (Katz & Kahn, 1976 , 1978 .
Whilst there may not be unanimous agreement over the best way of defining and distinguishing between organisational commitment and organisational citizenship, there is certainly agreement that these behaviours exist and that they are distinct from one another.
Differentiating between the two behaviours For the purposes of this study, it is proposed that one way of differentiating between the two constructs is to focus on the enforceability of the behaviour. It is proposed that organisational commitment behaviours are primarily in-role and can reasonably be enforced by the employer whereas organisational citizenship behaviour is primarily extra-role and tends to be far less enforceable by the employer. An employer cannot easily punish an employee for not exhibiting organisational citizenship behaviour.
However, punishment for not displaying organisational citizenship behaviour can still be meted out to an individual not by a position in authority, but by his peers, for example, through a loss of status, esteem, and respect. Punishment can also be meted out by the respondent to himself, dispositionally, through feelings, for example, of guilt, depression, anxiety, and cognitive dissonance.
Since organisational citizenship behaviour is a progression from organisational commitment behaviour, a definition of organisational citizenship behaviour would naturally include those behaviours exhibited by organisationally committed employees (Organ, 1988) . In other words, citizenship of an organisation implies that there is commitment to the same. But this relationship does not flow the other way aroundcommitment to an organisation does not necessarily mean that there is citizenship of the same.
Table1 illustrates the difference between organisational commitment and organisational citizenship -a citizen of an organisation behaves in a manner that exceeds what is expected from a committed employee. If employers assume that organisational citizenship behaviours contribute positively to the organisation, it is imperative that they are able to identify, firstly, which of their employees are likely to display these behaviours -which have a profoundly positive impact on organisational effectiveness -and secondly, why these employees are motivated to behave in this manner.
The motivators of organisational citizenship behaviour Few studies have been done on the actual motives for organisational citizenship behaviour (Barbuto, Brown, Wilhite & Wheeler, 2001) , and appeals have been made for more attention to be paid to the motivating factors that could help in predicting such behaviour (Organ, 1977 (McClelland, 1961; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; McClelland & Burnham, 1976) found that, like most forms of behaviour, organisational citizenship behaviour emerges from a motive; in other words, these behaviours are exhibited with a purpose, rather than solely altruistically. It is also believed that organisational citizenship behaviour is motivated by more than one source and that there is no single cause for such behaviour. A multi-source approach prevents the search for determinants of organisational citizenship behaviour from becoming too narrow and limited in scope. As such, the framework generated by this study gives an indication only of the extent to which the elements measured motivate organisational citizenship behaviour, and does not pretend to include the entirety of what motivates organisational citizenship behaviour. Barbuto and Scholl (1998) offer a variable for predicting organisational citizenship behaviour. The sources of motivation identified by them include intrinsic and instrumental processes. Intrinsic motivation means that the person is motivated to perform a task for the sheer fun of it; the act itself is the reward, not the outcome (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) . Instrumental processes are when rewards motivate individuals; an employee is motivated when the perception exists that a specific behaviour will lead to certain outcomes. An instrumental source of motivation can also exist when rewards are not tangible. For example an individual may behave in a way that satisfies reference group members in order to gain acceptance (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) .
The purpose of this study is to discern what some of the motivators of organisational citizenship behaviour might be and where these motivators are located. As a means of achieving this, the basic tenets of the environmental or learning theories of behaviourism and attribution theory have been drawn upon. Through the application of these theories, categories or groups of behaviour have been identified which may account for an employee's citizenship behaviours. Thereafter, the development of an instrument that measures the strengths of these motivators will be undertaken.
Behaviourism
Behaviourism emphasises the study of the environment in affecting behaviour. Behaviourists believe that human behaviour is geared towards claiming a reward and avoiding punishment (Munn, 1961; Papalia & Olds, 1988) . Behaviorists believe that people learn to be the kind of people they are and that behaviour can be divided into different kinds of activities that are either carried out or not, depending on what rewards or punishment have been received in the past for that behaviour, and what consequences can be expected in the future. Behaviourists believe that a person tends to behave in a certain manner in order to secure a specific outcome; the behaviour is geared towards earning a desired reward -hence reward is the motivator. A person who tends to act in a certain manner in order to avoid any negative consequences, has his behaviour geared towards avoiding this undesirable consequence -hence avoiding punishment is the motivator.
Further studies in the field of social psychology have revealed that people tend to conform to desired norms for two primary reasons -firstly because of a desire to be right, and, secondly because of the desire to be liked (Baron & Byrne, 1991) . In fulfilling these desires in a social context, punishment can be avoided and rewards can be secured. According to behaviourist theory, behaviour, in a social environment is observed and then copied. If rewarded, the learnt behaviour is repeated (Munn, 1961; Papalia & Olds, 1988) . If positive feedback is not experienced, this behaviour eventually ceases., or is unlearnt.
Attribution theory
Attribution theory suggests that there are situational as well as dispositional motives for behaviour (Heider, 1944 (Heider, , 1958 . If certain behaviour is in congruence with one's character, beliefs, and self-concept, such behaviour is driven by one's disposition. If a one tends to behave in a certain manner because of the environment in which one is placed, such behaviour is driven primarily by the situation.
For the purposes of the development of the Locus of Organisational Citizenship Inventory (LOCI), the behaviourists' views of human behaviour as being motivated by reward or punishment, in conjunction with the principles of attribution theory, which view human behaviour as being either situationally or dispositionally located, were used as basis.
The environmental or learning views of human behaviour have been presented as the theoretical basis for the development of a framework for identif ying the locus of organisational citizenship. The application of the theory to the framework will now be discussed.
A framework for identifying the locus of organisational citizenship The broad principles of environmental or learning theories, though not generally lauded by 21 st century practitioners of psychology are, to a fairly large degree, applied by many human resources departments in the modern corporation. The principal tenets of these theories are made evident through practices such as performance management, reward schemes, incentive schemes, profit-sharing, status-based benefits (parking spaces, office size and location) and so on, all of which are "up for grabs", or can be "won" by the employee. The premise behind this management technique is, firstly, that all employees desire rewards and status, and, secondly, that these employees are motivated by the organisation's promise that such rewards or status will accrue to them if they exhibit desirable behaviours in the workplace.
Based on the theoretical premises of the theories presented above, a framework for identif ying the locus of organisational citizenship was developed and a normative instrument constructed, based on this framework. The framework aims to show how the constructs of Rewardseeking, Punishment-avoidance, Dispositional Locus, and Situational Locus interact with one another in effecting organisational citizenship behaviour.
METHOD Sample
The sample consisted of students, all of whom were enrolled in tertiary institutions. The respondents, therefore, had all successfully achieved at least a matric level educational qualification. The LOCI was administered to N=151 persons. The sample's home languages were primarily African vernacular languages (N=87). The sample also included 14 Afrikaansspeaking persons and 42 English-speaking persons. The information on home languages was missing in respect of 5,3% of the sample. Since the respondents were drawn from a population whose minimum educational level was matric, the use of English questionnaires was seen as justifiable.
The gender distribution showed a strong bias towards females (71,5%) in contrast with males (28,5%). The ages of the subjects showed a trend towards younger people (82,1% were younger than 40 years of age).
Measuring instruments The Locus of Control Inventory (LCI)
The locus of control construct of Rotter is based on social learning theory, and states that a person's expectancy about the outcomes of his/her actions is the major determinant of his/her behaviour (Rotter, 1954) . A person with an internal locus of control perceives events to be contingent upon his own behaviour. However, a person with an external locus of control perceives events to be under the control of other unpredictable forces surrounding him, rather than upon his own actions (Rotter, 1966; Lefcourt, 1981) . Gore and Rotter (1963) found that persons with an internal locus of control are more inclined to act according to their convictions in any social circumstance than those with an external locus. Persons with an internal locus of control also exhibit stronger relationships between the attitudes they hold about an object and their overt behaviour in relation to that object. Persons with an external locus of control tend to be more susceptible to the effects of group and other normative or situational pressures. As such, a person with an external locus of control will be inclined to give a response that is heavily influenced by social pressure.
As a measure of locus of control, the Locus of Control Inventory (LCI) of Schepers was used. The LCI was developed by Schepers (1994) and is founded on attribution theory. It consists of three normative (as against ipsative) scales, viz. Internal Locus of Control, External Locus of Control, and Autonomy. A revised edition (1999) of the LCI was applied to 2091 first-year university students at the Rand Afrikaans University. The reliability of the three scales was established with the aid of Cronbach's coefficient alpha to be 0,822; 0,871 and 0,884 respectively.
The rationale for measuring locus of control in parallel with organisational citizenship was to determine if a correlation exists between a person's locus of control and his/her locus of organisational citizenship behaviour. For the purposes of this study it is postulated that statistically significant correlations exist.
The Locus of Organisational Citizenship Inventory (LOCI)
Based on the classifications of Porteous and Sutherland (1997) , the Locus of Organisational Citizenship Inventory (LOCI) was developed with the purpose of identifying where an individual's locus of organisational citizenship behaviour lies, as well as to determine what motivates such behaviour. The instrument consists of 100 items specifically formulated to measure selected dimensions of organisational citizenship as identified by Porteous and Sutherland (1997) and Organ (1988) viz. altruism, conscientiousness, civic virtue, sportmanship, and courtesy and co-operation. The items were reviewed on an item by item basis and those items which seemed unclear or to have been repeated, were removed from the inventory (Bluen & Donald, 1991; Rahim, 1983; Tittle, 1982) .
Scoring is on a 7-point scale. The respondent indicates the degree to which he identifies with each item by marking the appropriate block on the answer sheet. Items were randomised across the questionnaire to avoid any response set according to the dimensions involved (Rahim, 1983) .
The construct validity of the LOCI was evaluated factor analytically, as well as by examining its correlations with locus of control. Construct validity can be established through relationships with variables associated with the construct under consideration (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Mowday, Steers and Porter, 1979) .
One ought to note that the constructs measured by the LOCI interact with, and influence one another. All of them have an influence, although to different degrees, on organisational citizenship behaviour. The LOCI allows one to discern where an individual's locus of organisational citizenship is most likely to lie (situational or dispositional locus), as well as what is most likely to motivate such behaviour (reward or punishment).
Procedure
With the assistance of one of the researcher's study leaders and the department of Human Resources Management at the Rand Afrikaans University, questionnaires were distributed to groups of available respondents at two tertiary institutions. Test groups varied from 15 to 60 respondents at a time. Participation in the study, and the inclusion of their names, was voluntary.
Statistical analysis
The LCI of Schepers is already fully developed, but for the purposes of this study, the reliabilities in respect of the sample used, were re-calculated. Using the existing scoring key of the LCI, the alpha coefficients were obtained for the three constructs, namely Internal Locus of Control, External Locus of Control, and Autonomy. All three proved to be acceptable.
One hundred items were written in respect of the LOCI, based on a-priori theoretical grounds, using the broad principles of environmental/learning theory. The items were intercorrelated with one another and subjected to a factor analysis merely with a view to sorting the items into clusters. Ultimately, eight meaningful clusters were obtained. These eight clusters were then used to compute eight subscores. The subscores were intercorrelated with one another. The intercorrelation matrix is given in Table 2 .
The eigenvalues of this intercorrelation matrix (8x8) were calculated and are given below in Table 3 . Through an inspection of Table 3 one can see that there are two eigenvalues greater than unity.
According to Kaiser's (1961) criterion, this would suggest that there are two factors. Thus, two factors were extracted by means of a principal factor analysis. The obtained factors were rotated to simple structure using a Direct Oblimin rotation. Factor I is well determined and can be identified as Situational Locus. Factor II is also well determined, and can be interpreted as Dispositional Locus. The rotated factor matrix is given in Table 4 . Accordingly two scales were formed corresponding to the two factors. These two scales were then subjected to item analysis using the NP50 program: Scale I, consisting of 54 items, has a reliability coefficient of 0,946, and can be identified as Situational Locus. The item statistics in respect of this scale are given in Table 5 . Scale II, consisting of 46 items, has a reliability coefficient of 0,908 and can be interpreted as Dispositional Locus. The item statistics in respect of this scale are given in Table 6 . As far as content is concerned, the 100 items fall into four categories namely Reward-seeking, Punishmentavoidance, Dispositional Locus, and Situational Locus. Each of the categories consists of 25 items and were scored according to the theoretical rationale of the LOCI. Subscores were then computed in respect of each of the categories.
In the final analysis of the data the four subscores of the LOCI were also correlated with the various scores of the LCI and the two scores (Situational Locus and Dispositional Locus) of the LOCI. The intercorrelations are given in Table 7 . Table 7 shows that Scales I and II are essentially uncorrelated.
Scale I correlates positively with the two subscales identified as Situational, Avoidance of Punishment (SAP) and Seeking for Reward (SSR). Scale I also correlates positively with External Locus of Control. Scale I correlates, although not very highly, with the subscale identified as Avoidance of Punishment (DAP).
Scale II correlates positively with the two subscales identified as Dispositional, Avoidance of Punishment (DAP) and Seeking for Reward (DSR). Scale II also correlates positively with Internal Locus of Control, and Autonomy.
In order to determine whether there are natural groupings (homogeneous clusters) of subjects with respect to organisational citizenship, the sample was subjected to a cluster analysis. The two scores of the LOCI were used as input variables. The clustering program used is known as Clix (Muller, 1975) . The program operates on the basis of an iterative reclassification of objects. The maximum number of clusters that is expected must be specified beforehand. Thereafter the program iteratively forms fewer and fewer clusters until an optimal number of clusters are arrived at. There is no statistical test for the optimal number of clusters. The researcher has to decide on the number of clusters to use through an inspection of the clusters obtained. In the current case, four clusters seemed to be optimal.
The means and standard deviations of the various clusters in respect of Situational Locus and Dispositional Locus as measured by the LOCI are given in Table 8 . It merits mentioning that the scores were standardised beforehand to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
From an inspection of this table, it is clear that cluster one is average on Situational Locus but low on Dispositional Locus. By contrast, cluster three is low on Situational Locus and somewhat higher than average on Dispositional Locus. Cluster two is very high on Situational Locus and above average on Dispositional Locus. However, since this cluster is based on only eight cases, it might not be a very stable cluster. Cluster four is above average on both Situational Locus and Dispositional Locus.
In order to test whether there are meaningful differences between these four clusters in respect of the locus of control measures, the means of the four clusters were calculated in respect of Internal Locus of Control, External Locus of Control, and Autonomy. The means and standard deviations of the various clusters are given in Table 9 .
The magnitude of the means of the various clusters in respect of the locus of control measures can be judged by referring to the means of the total sample. To illustrate, for example, the mean in respect of Internal Locus of Control for Cluster 1 is 156,13 compared with the total sample mean of 165,83. It is clear that there is not a very large difference between the two means. In fact the means of all four of the clusters are not very different from the mean of the total sample. By contrast, if one looks at Autonomy, the means of Clusters 1 through 4 are 156,58; 183,13; 179,47 and 170,40
respectively, compared with a total sample mean of 168,60. One can see that the means of Clusters 2 and 3 are considerably greater than the mean of the total sample. The mean of Cluster 1 is considerably lower than the mean of the total sample. Finally when looking at the mean of Cluster 4, one sees that it does not differ significantly from the mean of the total sample.
In order to test whether the vectors of means of the four clusters differ statistically significantly from one another in respect of Internal Locus of Control, External Locus of Control, and Autonomy, a MANOVA was done. A statistically significant result was obtained. Wilks' Lambda was equal to 0,608 with an associated F-value (9, 353,043) = 8,904; p<0,001. By virtue of the fact that the MANOVA was statistically highly significant, a series of one-way analyses of variance was conducted. It was found that all three ANOVA's were statistically significant. These findings are given in Table 10 .
Finally, in order to determine whether the group means of the various clusters differ significantly from one another, each of the clusters were paired with every other one using Scheffè's multiple comparisons technique. The results, given in Table 11 , present the multiple comparisons of the means of the various clusters in respect of Internal Locus, External Locus and Autonomy. From an inspection of Table 11 it is clear that in terms of Autonomy there are statistically significant differences between Clusters 1 and 2, between Clusters 1 and 3 and between Clusters 1 and 4. In terms of External Locus of Control, Clusters 1 and 2, Clusters 1 and 4, Clusters 2 and 3, and Clusters 3 and 4 differ from one another. In terms of Internal Locus of Control, statistically significant differences exist only between Clusters 1 and 2, Clusters 1 and 3, and Clusters 1 and 4. In order to determine whether there are meaningful differences between the biographical variables in respect of the four clusters, Chi-squares were calculated in respect of gender, educational qualification, language, and age. The frequency distributions of the biographical variables of the various clusters are given in Table 13 .
It turned out that only the chi-square in respect of educational qualification was statistically significant. The contingency table of educational qualification against clusters 1 to 4 is given in Table 14 . Given in this table are the expected and observed counts. The expected counts are given in brackets. When looking at the educational qualifications in respect of Cluster 4, for example, it can be seen that 20 graduates were expected in that cluster. However, there were 28 graduates. Cluster 4, therefore, has a significantly higher number of graduates included in its numbers, than was expected. In terms of post-graduates in the same cluster, there were fewer than was expected, namely 25 as against an expected number of 33. In terms of Cluster 3, five matriculants were expected, yet there were only two.
DISCUSSION
The statistical analysis indicates that the LOCI, as an instrument, has acceptable metrical properties and that the motives and loci of organisational citizenship behaviour can, for the purposes of this study, be identified in terms of the four clusters that the items of the LOCI have been constructed to measure. It follows that, by applying the LOCI, one can determine where both the locus (i.e. internal versus external) of an individual's proneness to exhibit Internal Locus of Control correlates with Scale II (Dispositional Locus of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour) and the two dispositional subscores, namely Avoiding Punishment and Seeking Reward. This suggests that a person who has an internal locus of control tends to exhibit autonomous behaviour and his/her organisational citizenship behaviour tends to be governed by his/ her disposition.
As a demonstration of the practical usefulness of this study, consider a scenario where two job applicants undergo a paper and pencil integrity test and both are found to have similar values on theft-proneness. On account of their similar scores, theft-proneness will not be a deciding factor when it comes to deciding on whom to hire.
By contrast, assume that the test could have provided the following information: Applicant A is not prone to thievery for fear of the negative situational consequences, such as punishment for stealing. And applicant B is not prone to thievery because he/she does not like the feelings of discomfort it evokes. This is the sort of information that the application of the LOCI can provide -the loci and motives for the behaviour are now discernable and the employer can tell what an applicant's motives are for not being theft prone. This is important to know because in situations where social norms and social prescriptions are compromised, a person with a dispositional locus of organisational citizenship tends to act in a certain manner more consistently than the person who looks to the situation for cues.
Organisational citizenship is more than an extension of one's belief in moral principles from the privacy of one's home and family life. Organisational citizenship implies identification with, and belief in the principles, morals, and values of the organisation within which one works (whereas organisation commitment implies mere adherence to the same). Behaviour in line with the values and norms of the organisation is seen as "ethical", and "the right thing to do". Organisational citizenship serves as a guide for organisational performance, and through these behaviours, quality, social responsibility, and ethical behaviour can combine to produce profits.
Turning a mere committed employee into a genuine citizen, is possible through the adoption of the organisation's values, norms, and standards by the employee. However, his mere acceptance thereof is not sufficient. Only genuine identification therewith, will lead to organisational citizenship behaviour.
Transformation of its current corps of employees into genuine citizens is one option an organisation can adopt in gearing up to meet the challenges of the transforming workplace. The other option is to identify likely citizens at the recruitment stage, and then employ them. This, ultimately, is where the value of the LOCI lies.
